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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the amendment filed on 07/26/2005. 

2. Claims 1-3, 11, 22-23 and 31-33 have been amended. 

3. Claims 36-38 have been added. 

4. Claims 10, 30 and 34 have been canceled. 

5. Claims 1-9, 1 1-29, 31-33 and 35-38 are pending. 

6. Claims 32-33 and 35-36 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

7. Claims 1-9, 1 1-29, 31-33 and 36-38 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Rangarajan et al ("Rangarajan", US 6,275,225). 

8. Claim 35 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rangarajan et al ("Rangarajan", US 6,275,225) in view of Sanna, et al. "Using Windows NT 
Workstation 4,0", 1997 (hereinafter Sanna). 

Response to Amendment 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

9. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

10. Claims 32-33 and 35-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for faiUng to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 



Application/Control Number: 09/467,3 10 
Art Unit: 2191 



Page 3 



1 1 . Claim 32 recites the limitation "the map component" in line 5 of the claim. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Therefore, this limitation is 
interpreted as "a map component". 

Claims 33 and 35-36 are rejected for dependency upon rejected base claim 32 above, 

12. Claim 32 recites the limitation "the fashion component" in line 5 of the claim. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Therefore, this limitation is 
interpreted as "a fashion component". 

Claims 33 and 35-36 are rejected for dependency upon rejected base claim 32 above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

13. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

14. Claims 1-9, 1 1-29, 3 1-33 and 36-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Rangarajan et al ("Rangarajan", US 6,275,225). 

Per Claim 1 (Amended): 

Rangarajan teaches a method of defining a user interface for a computer program, 
comprising: after execution of the computer program has begun {Start 201 of fig. 2; col. 5, line 
8), defining a user interface of the program (col. 5, lines 56-58) by: 
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reading a function description of a first function to be provided by the user interface (col. 
7, lines 8-14, and 605 and 607 of fig. 6), the function description including logic for selecting an 
appearance of the user interface (col. 7, lines 45-61; e.g. Topology View, Pie/Bar), the function 
description comprising instructions for handling user interface events (col. 8, lines 22-33); 

executing the logic included in the function description to select an appearance 
description of a first appearance to be presented by the user interface (col. 7, lines 30-61; 
selecting on different boxes and radio buttons 51 1 in fig. 5 prompts the system to execute the 
logic to select different appearance descriptions to present to the user interface); 

associating the function description and the appearance description on the fly at run time 
into an executable form; and executing the executable form of the user interface to generate the 
user interface with the associated function description and appearance description (col. 5, lines 
32-46; 215 of fig. 2; col. 7, line 62 to col. 8, line 12; and col. 9, lines 49-52; By the mere fact that 
the functionality and the appearance of the GUIs are both established at the same time does not 
imply that there are no separate function and appearance descriptions. The functionality and the 
appearance of the GUIs are both established at the same time when the configuration is saved. 
However, the modify procedure does allow separate modification of the functionality and the 
appearance of the GUIs, see col. 9, lines 41-47). 

Per Claim 2 (Amended): 

Rangarajan teaches replacing the function description during program execution while 
providing a continuity of presentation (col. 8, Unes 57-65). 
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Per Claim 3 (Amended): 

Rangarajan teaches replacing the appearance description during program execution to 
present logic of the user interface with a different appearance (col. 8, lines 57-65). 

Per Claim 11 (Amended): 

Rangarajan teaches a method of defining a user interface for a computer program, 
comprising: selecting at least one of a map component and a fashion component according to an 
environment variable on the fly at run time (col. 9, lines 22-34); associating the map component 
and the fashion component to generate the user interface (fig. 8; col. 9, lines 22-34 and col. 9, 
lines 49-52), the map component including logic for changing one of the map component and the 
fashion component (col. 9, line 59 to col. 10, line 13), the map component including instructions 
for handling and processing interface objects and events (col 8, lines 22-33; and col. 9, lines 27- 
58); 

combining the map component and the fashion component into an executable form; and 
executing the user interface with the associated map component and fashion component (fig. 8; 
col. 7, line 62 to col. 8, line 12; col. 9, lines 22-34; and col. 9, lines 49-52). 

Per Claims 22-23 (Amended): 

These are computer-readable medium versions of the claimed method discussed above 
(claims 2-3, respectively), wherein all claim limitations also have been addressed and/or covered 
in cited areas as set forth above. Thus, accordingly, these claims are also anticipated by 
Rangarajan. 
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Per Claim 31 (Amended): 

This is a computer-readable medium version of the claimed method discussed above, 
claim 11, wherein all claim limitations also have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as 
set forth above. Thus, accordingly, this claim is also anticipated by Rangarajan, 

Per Claim 32 (Amended): 

This is a system version of the claimed method discussed above (claims 1 and 3), wherein 
all claim limitations also have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth above. 
Thus, accordingly, this claim is also anticipated by Rangarajan. 

Per Claim 33 (Amended): 

Rangarajan teaches wherein the device is a display or a sound input-output device (Fig. 1, 
item 1 1 1, a display unit). 

Per Claim 36 (New): 

Rangarajan teaches means for changing the map component while providing a continuity 
of presentation during program execution using the fashion component (col. 9, lines 22-34). 

Per Claim 37 (New): 

Rangarajan teaches customizing a selection base of function descriptions and appearance 
descriptions based on a geographic location of a user (col. 9, lines 54-58). 
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Per Claim 38 (New): 

Rangarajan teaches wherein a selection of at least one of the function description and the 
appearance description is made according to an environment variable (col 9, lines 22-34). 

Furthermore, see the rejection in the Office Action, Mailed on 12/29/03, paragraph 4 for 
rejection to claims 4-9, 12-21 and 24-29. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

15. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

16. Claim 35 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rangarajan et al 
("Rangarajan", US 6,275,225) in view of Sanna, et al. "Using Windows NT Workstation 4.0", 
1997 (hereinafter Sanna). 

Per Claim 35; 

The rejection of claim 32 is incorporated, and further, Rangarajan does not explicitly 
teach that the device is a telephone. Sanna teaches that a telephone connects to a PC system and 
utilizes the PC monitor to present a user interface associated with the telephone ("Using Phone 
Dialer", pg. 442, par 6 to par. 7). 
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It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the computer art at the time of 
the invention was made to modify the system disclosed by Rangarajan to include that the device 
is a telephone using the teaching of Sanna. The modification would be obvious because one of 
ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to give a user an extra option to present the user 
interface. 

Response to Arguments 
17. Applicant's arguments filed on 01/24/2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In the remarks, the applicant argues that: 
a) Claim 1 recites . . . 
Claim 21 recites ... 

Rangarajan does not disclose separate and distinct function descriptions and appearance 
descriptions. Rather, the GUIs presented by Rangarajan are based on the selected feature sets 
previously saved by the user. In order to change this feature set, the modify process and 
associated wizard process must be invoked and a new default configuration is generated. 
Therefore, the functionality and the appearance of the GUIs are both established at the same time 
during the wizard process depending on the manner in which a user responds to the 
interrogatories (see, Rangarajan, col. 2, lines 26-28). 

As there are no separate function and appearance descriptions . . . 

Accordingly, claims 1 and 21 and their respective dependent claims are allowable. 
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Examiner 's response: 

a) Examiner strongly disagrees with applicant's assertion that Rangarajan fails to disclose 
the claimed limitations recited in claims 1 and 21. Rangarajan clearly shows each and every 
limitation in claims 1 and 21. 

Rangarajan teaches executing the logic included in the function description to select an 
appearance description of a first appearance to be presented by the user interface (col. 7, lines 
30-61; selecting on different boxes and radio buttons 51 1 in fig. 5 prompts the system to execute 
the logic to select different appearance descriptions to present to the user interface); associating 
the function description and the appearance description on the fly at run time into an executable 
form (col. 5, lines 32-46; 215 of fig. 2; col. 7, line 62 to col. 8, line 12; and col. 9, Unes 49-52). 
By the mere fact that the functionality and the appearance of the GUIs are both established at the 
same time does not imply that there are no separate function and appearance descriptions. The 
functionality and the appearance of the GUIs are both established at the same time when the 
configuration is saved. However, the modify procedure does allow separate modification of the 
functionality and the appearance of the GUIs (see, Rangarajan, col. 9, lines 41-47). 

In addition, see the rejection above in paragraph 14 for rejection to claim 1; and the 
rejection in the Office Action, Mailed on 12/29/03, paragraph 4 for rejection to claim 21. 

In the remarks, the applicant argues that: 

b) Claim 1 1 recites . . . 
Claim 31 recites ... 
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As stated above, Rangarajan does not disclose separate function and appearance 
descriptions . . . 

Moreover, with Rangarajan, the user selects both the functionality and appearance of the 
user interface v^hen generating the ... Neither the appearance nor the functionality may be 
selected according to an environment variable on the fly during run-time . . . 

Accordingly, claims 1 1 and 3 1 and their respective dependent claims are allov^able. 

Examiner 's response: 

b) Examiner strongly disagrees with applicant's assertion that Rangarajan fails to disclose 
the claimed limitations recited in claims 1 1 and 31. Rangarajan clearly shows each and every 
limitation in claims 1 1 and 31. 

The Examiner has already addressed the applicant's argument regarding separate ftinction 
and appearance descriptions in the Examiner's Response (a) above. Furthermore, Rangarajan 
teaches selecting at least one of a map component and a fashion component according to an 
environment variable on the fly at run time (col. 9, lines 22-34). 

In addition, see the rejection above in paragraph 14 for rejection to claims 1 1 and 3 1 . 

In the remarks, the applicant argues that: 

c) Claim 32 recites . . . 

With Rangarajan the desired selected feature set of the GUI ... a modify process must be 
invoked and a wizard process reinitiated. Therefore, Rangarajan does not disclose means for 
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changing a fashion component to present logic of a user interface with a difference appearance 
during program execution. 

Accordingly claim 32 and its dependent claims are allowable. 

Examiner 's response: 

c) Examiner strongly disagrees with applicant's assertion that Rangarajan fails to disclose 
the claimed limitations recited in claim 32. Rangarajan clearly shows each and every limitation 
in claim 32. Rangarajan teaches means for changing the fashion component to present logic of 
the user interface with a different appearance during program execution (col. 8, lines 57-65). In 
addition, see the rejection above in paragraph 14 for rejection to claim 32. 

In the remarks, the applicant argues that: 

d) Claim 35 stands rejected . . . 

Claim 35 recites that a device coupled to a processor to present a user interface is a 
telephone. It is respectfully submitted that it was not known to use a telephone in the manner 
recited in claim 35 as of the filing date of the current application. In order to properly respond to 
the allegations in section 6 of the office action, it is respectfully requested that evidence be 
provided demonstrating that it was well know that a telephone connects to a PC system and 
utilizes a PC monitor to present a user interface associated with the telephone prior to the filing 
of the current application. 



Examiner 's response: 
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d) Applicant's challenge for evidence is untimely. If applicant made the challenge in 
response to the Final Rejection, Mailed on 12/29/03, par. 6, then the challenge for evidence 
would have been timely. Even though applicant did not seasonably traverse the well-known 
statement during examination, the Examiner is providing evidence in the interest of advancing 
prosecution of the application. See the rejection above in paragraph 16 for rejection to claim 35. 

Conclusion 

18. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
poHcy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

19. Any inquiry concerning this communication fi-om the examiner should be directed to 
Qamrun Nahar whose telephone number is (571) 272-3730. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Mondays through Fridays from 9:30 AM to 6:00 PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wei Y Zhen, can be reached on (571) 272-3708. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or processing is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the TC 2100 Group receptionist whose telephone number is 571-272-2100. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pubhshed applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




QN 

October 13, 2005 




WEiy.ZHEN 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



